DOCUMENT RESUME ‘ J

‘-

ED 246 515 ‘ : CS 504 648

AUTHOR " Hughey, Jim D. |

TITLE Communication Responsiveness and Pred1ct1ve Accuracy:
: T , "Confirmations, Surprises, and Speculat1ons..

PUB DATE May 84

‘NOTE 38p.; Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the

International Communication Association (34th San
Francisco, CA, May 24-28, 1984).

PUB TYPE Reports - Research/Techn1ca1 (143) --
Speeches/Conference Papers (}50) ’

EDRS PRICE  MFO1/PC02 Plus Postage.  © - : .

DESCRIPTORS *Behavior Patterns; College: Students~ *Communication
Research; Higher Educat1on~ *Interpersonal ;
Commun1cat1on° *Predictive-Validity; *Predictor
Var1ab1e5° ‘Responses « ,

.

ABSTRACT ' A
‘ Four studies were conducted to 1nvestxgate the
relat1onsh1p between communication and predictive accuracy. Subjects,
'students enrolled in various college speech and communication
classes, completed the Allport-Vernon- L1ndzey Study of Values, first
in terms,of their own values and then in terms of how they be11eved a
speC1f1ea target would respond. They also responded to the
Conversation Self Report Inventory, which measures communication
trespbns1veness and allows for the classification of communication
" patterns along mastery, flexible, and neural lines. In each study,
subjects were placed intq dyads and given one class session to get to
know each other before completing the measures. Results indicated
that (1) a communication encounter had a s1gn1f1cant impact on,
predictive accuracy, (2) no single pattern of communicatio
guaranteed success or failure in predictijon making, (3) the same
patterns of communication had differential effects on the prediction
of similarities and differences for female and male predictors, (4)
neutral rather than more responsive members of dyads were better
'pred1ctors in newly formed dyads, and (5) tommunication
responsiveness was positively related to communication sat1sfact1on
~but inversely related to predictive accuracy. (FL)

3

***********************************************************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made .

* from the original document. *

***********************************************************************



N . 4 Kt

N ‘ U.8. DAPARTMENT OF RDUCATION : e

- NAT'ON{L INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION . ' ‘
[DUC)\”ONAL REGOURCES INFONMATION

]
v . .
! . - .
. CENTER (ERIC) . f
¢ This document has been reproduced as. |
. / tacelvod from tho pajson or organization } .

‘ » . orlginating it.
L} Minor changes have beon made to improve

..... glg'dumlon quality. '
® Polyts of view or opinions stated in this docu-
. monf¥io not nucnuunvllvmnvouom ofliclai NIE .

pasitlon or policy.

" ABSTRACT

COMMUNICATION RESPONSIVENESS AND PREDICTIVE "ACCURACY: E “?
“PERMISSION 70 REPRODUGE THIS

CONFIRMATIONS SURPRISES " AND SPECULATIONS MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRAN@BY
- ' Jim D. Hughey )

1

| by - " e
! ‘ / @, ‘. . R ; A . .-'/
) : \ Jim D. Hughey TOfmf EDUCATIONAL RESOURGES
' : INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

. N
‘l/

// 2This paper summarizes the'resu]t§ from four studies focusing on -

. communication and predictive accuracy in zero-Aistory dyads. The studdes

J demonstrate (1) that a commun1cat1on encounter has a s1gn1f1cant 1mpact,///

on pred1ct1ve accura_y, (2) tha;;no single pattern of commun1cat1on
.l d
' . guarantees success Or fa11ure in prediction mak1gg) (3) that the same

e

/ patterns of communication have differential effects on the prediction of '
, .

! - similarities and differences for female and male predictors, (4) that . .

/ neutral rather than more respons1ve members of dX*QS are better pre-

A )

d1ctors in zero h1storyA4xads, and (5) that commun1cat1on respons1veness

a . is positively related to commun1cat1on satisfaction but 1nverse1yv»

related to;predictive accuracy. Imp11cat1ons for the teacher of inters

persona] commun1cat1on are h1gh11ghted
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" COMMUNICATION RESPONSIVENESS AND PREDICTIVE ACEURACY:
CONFIRMATIONS, SURPRISES, AND SPECULATIONS

Although the teacher of interpersonal communication is - confronted
w1th a bewildering array of definitions when the term ”empathy is used
(Johnson, Powe]] & Reyno]ds, 1983), there is substantial.agreement among

textbook writers that "prediction making" is fundamenta1 to interpersonal’

| communicatJon (Dance & Larson, '1976; DeVito 1983; Ke]tner, 1970;

'Miller & Steinberg, 1975, Patton & Giffin, 1980, Smith & williamson;

1981; Verderber & Verderber, 1983). When considered within the context
of interpersona1 competence prediction making receives considerable

attention (Bochner & Ke]]y, 1974; Cupach & Spitzburg, 1983; Gudykunst

1983; Johnson, 1983 Sillars & Scott 1983; Wiemann, 1977 Wiemann &

. gacklund,‘1980)., However,iefforts to demonstrate a substantial-link

o ' o '

between‘cOmmunicatiOn and predictive accuracy have had 1imited success
(Larson, 1965; Smith 1967 Mix, 1972 Ross, 1973 Northouse 1977;
Hi1l & Courtright 1981) '

We began our’own research program exp]oring4the relationship between

communication and predictive accuracy back in 1968 (Hughey, 1982).

- Similar to?most researchers'in'person’perception we began our quest

~

with: questions about the kinds of people who are accurate or inaccurate
and ekpanded our exploration to,incJude questions about how, why, and in

what circumstances people are a#urate or inaccurate (for a comprehensive

review of the accuracy research, see Schneider, Hastorf & E]]sworth; 1979).

Our original goal was to develop a communication inventory that -- .

~

R , o



e T differentiated between accurate and inaccurate predictors. The current
version of the inventory, the Conversation Self ReportllnventOry,
measures communicative responsiveness ‘and a]lows for the c]assification
of communication patterns along‘Mastery (assertive) F1ex1h1e (harmon- ‘
121ng), and Neutra] (nonresponsive)biines (Hughey, 1983) bur current
efforts focus on the circumstances that .lead to accurXte or -inaccurate
predictions. ' _ - '“{ e .

Our Fxploration has cbnfirmed some things thatithe interpersonal'
~ textbooks had Ted us to expect about'communication and-predictive Cm

accuracy In 1975, we summarized our findings that p01nted to an 1nt1mate
4

connection between ,Flexible Respon51veness and predictive accuracy along

w1th communication satisfaction (Hughey & Johnson, 1975) But since that

LS

"time, some of our expectations have been v101ated by the patterns that -

emerged 1nﬂsubsequent research. This combination of confirmation and -

LI

surprise fueled our furnaces of speculation and made us'fervent to give

advice , x
e 5 . - | ]
. AThIS paper addresses four questions. : : X

( . .
4 ;/ _ - Q1 what role does a communication encounter play in achiev1ng
predictive accuracy’ S

-~

. Q2 In terms of accuracy, who profits the most from a
“ .o communication encounter? _ .
;1 .
- A. Do more respon51ve or iess respon51ve communicators
profit most? :

B. Domale or. female communicators profit most? -° j-.

R a;gfy,, - Q3 Does communidative respons1veness function the same wady in
' - the accurate predictions of similarities and differences?

Q4 Does communicative responsiveness function the same(way in”
achieving accurate predictions and communicatioh B \
satisfact10n7 .

. After an examination of some of the Jiterature that influenced theﬁ '
- . . ‘ ) . } . A ’ LI ' ,: ‘..
development. of our research questions, this paper outlines our research @,
Q N S h ’ - e '
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strateg1cs and summarizes the results from four separate studies focus1ng .

. on communtcatlbn and predict1ye accuracy in zero history dyads. The
papcr concludés with a dnscussion of five propositiohs drawn from the
‘ - : ' U

studies and highlights the.“implications of these propositions for. the

" teacher of interpersonal communication. . (/

, . REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND.RESEARCH QUESTIONS -

L4l

) .
’ "“'

-~ o

‘ . This sect1on cons1ders ‘each of the.. research quest1ons in the 11ght

of the 11terature concern1ng 1nterpersona1 sensit1v1ty

«f ' ++ - Q1 - What role does a commun1cat1on encountér play in ach1ev1ng d
*~i—~—ﬂ“imwm~~~~_~m~pred1ctqve accuracy? . v

¢

.

! o R . _
In theory, a, commun1cat1on'encounter shou]d play a large, sﬁgnificantﬂ‘ "

-

i ‘role in enhanc1ng pred1ct1ve accuracy Rev1ews of the 11terature drawn .

4

from:the genera] psycho]ogy of psed1ct1on documeht this ant1c1pat1on

(Peterson & Beach 1967; Go]dberg, 1968 S]ov1c & Lichtenste1n, 1971,

~ F1schhoff 197*} e T . - . ; v x. s

Lo y |
ﬁ L Commun1cat1on encounters occupy a centra] pos1t1on 1n Sm1th S mode] o

¢

(1966) of 1nterpersona1 sens1t1v1ty The pred1ctor s-1nteract1ons w1th
1

the pred1ctee along: w1tb the pred1c;orxs Judg1ng hab1ts and know]edge
of the other perSon form-Sm1th S parad1gm (1966) of pred1ct1ve accuracy

ABy the same token predJct1on mak1ng p]ays a central role in our ‘eor1es
: . : . " T ) “ )
! . - of 1nterpersona1 commun1catyon M111er and Ste1nberg (1975) make the Q

ab111ty to pred1ct at the psycholog1ca1 1eve1 the d1st1ngu1sh1ng

A

character1st1c of 1nterpersona] commuh1cat1on Berger and Calabres%
‘ :

(1975) conc1ude that a centra] funct1on of communication dur1ng the early

r

' stages of 1nteract1on in. zero- h1story dyads is uncerta1nty reduct1on
oﬂowever we were unab1e to ]ocate any emp1r1ca1 ev1dence that

pred1ct1ons made following a. commun1cat1on encounter were any more

- _ P
' . . N s . b , \ . . >y Do

g . ..' ' ) . . . . v, N -
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: a;cdrdte than predictions made without 'the benefit of an encounter.
' ' 1&‘%
C;
3))

Owing to. the low relationships hetween ggnmunication patterns and

accuracy Yepdrted in the literafure (Larson, 1965; Smith, 1967; Mix,

‘Eﬂbourtright, 1981), we wondered -

accpunt for a small amount, of

. the variance in aecuracy. ' N A

v [

s . Y ’ P .
Q2 In terms gf accuracy, who profits the.most from a S !
' communicatidn encounter? S

. '
LY M b ¢
.

we‘were particularly 1nterested in examining, the commun1cat1ve
.

by v ven Notos”
respons1veness ankagender of the predictors. thg)we began 0 exp1ora- B

tion 1n 1968, awe be]fgﬁed that the F]ex1b1e Responsive pred1ctor wou]d-

»

- da . -0

Y

3 -

predictor. ¢ : o _ , Q;id/ e
b ;The-Questianof Communicative Responsiveness . . ,° o
o . LA | ‘
Bochner (1981) and Parks (1981) h\we recently rem1nded us of "the

R , ¢ . . JER

L
be the most acau;jpg, but.we were unsure about .the gendereof the,accurate' -

&
g

way we were" in the 1960 S; 1?5‘11 seemed s0 s1mp1e then The ldeglog1ca]i"&?’
¢ . 4 '_"- 'Q"V
c0mm1tment ofrthe éra ledﬂus to be11eve thaR 1nterpersona1 communicatgon

3
@ . y

3
. meant 1nterpersona] understand1ng wh1ch in turn meqnt “happ11y ever

a?terﬁ K1d§ 1975). U;her1ng in the 1960 S5 Chance and Meaders (1960)* |

skt our research expectat1ons by conc]ud1ng that- the 1nterpersona11y

sensitive 1s "a person who is act1ve and outgo1ng in- social re]at1on-
~,sh1bs, who 11kes other people but is not marked]y dependent upon them,"

who is ascendant but not host11e and c0mpet1t1ve, ‘and who is not’g1ven
% 4

'ilto 1nte1]ectua] ref]ect1on about his 1nterper50na1 re]at1onsh1ps. Thef

3

p1cture is pne.bf an individual who f1nds s1gn1f1cant sat1sfact1ons in

v AT

social act1vnt1es and carries on his daily life w1th a minimum of inter-

C A

~ personal or intrapersonal <conflict" (pp. 204-205). The profile is

'/ . P . . F

. ’ . 7 . . \ :
. L . . 6 ‘ i I!, ’ \\”



. be cr1t1c1zed for us1ng pred1ct1ve measures that confound pred1ctor-

methodo]ogy (1948 1950) was taken to task by Hastorf and Bender (1952)

af Hobart and Fah]bert 719§5) suggests gt is the anYopr1ate measure of .

‘ partner have d1ss1m11ar responsesm

' re1atqonsh1p between commun1ca ion and 1nterpers

r P . - - ;T '
.\ L ; ~ Cv L
LA - ' C heo
‘ N , . K
' 1 3 " ’ ’.

vaarkably similar to that of the inter personally competent communicdtor |

-

(Bochner & Kelly, 1974 wiemann, 1977) L )

\
’

In the first study to use the l]txtble Responsive scal from the

Conversation Se1f Report Invcntory (CSRI), Roberts (1969) found F]ex1b1e o

.
Respons1ve 5oror1ty membets to be better predictors than less l]ex1b1e

S

Responsive members (p < .05) However her measure of predictive accuracy

‘Was . based on a total count of the numberﬁff oorrect predict1ons made by

\

l
‘a sorority member. \” o \/\1 e Ty

’m, . N
Researchers 11ke Chance and Meaders 1966?band Roberts (1969 ) Can 'h/
] '
pred1ctee sim11ar1t1es with: pred1ctor pccuracy (GoMEn&;“eIQGO Hobart &.

l » & .

Fah]bert 1965) In a c1as§1c confrontat1og$ Dymond's measurement

They demonstrated that the fUrecast of Dymond'?’pred1ctor was re]ated
morg to the pred1ctor S own response system than to the;ﬁarget s response

system, wh1ch smacks more of prOJect1on than emphthy , Li"

. .

)
In an effort to'avo1d the pttfa]]s encounterpd byithe ear1y sens1—

~

tivity researchers mo§2>comm03:catlon researthers have used thé Empathy °
Ratio Score (ERS) as the megﬁﬂ

N of 1nterpersona1 sens1t1v1ty The work

-

pred1ct1ve accuracy for peop]e who have a s1gn1f1qant h1Story of 1ntdr]
i $r

divided by the number of statements:on wh1ch the pred1%?or'and h1s/her'd‘

P 3,- : X
H%gﬁver commqucat1on researchers using the ERS br d1fferent1a1

1

5 stra1ghtforward

,1 sensét’v1ty. ~

1nd1ces 11ke e ERS have not dé&pnstrated a s1mp1

‘ . o
A ’

o

. . - 3 . . ';--‘1.,'
L ST

*acting with each.otheré{)lh%fgfé\is def1ned as. the an?gr of correct, . .
predictions‘a person mdkes - of 1§/her partner s dissimilar responses R
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Ronald Smith (1967) found no consistenﬁ,rclationship between patterns of
communication and predictive accuracy in an industrial setting.” Larson
(1965),'N$x (1972), Ross'(19 3),, and Northouse (1977)/f0und instances
where both h1gh threat and high- &gust patterns ‘of communication enhance
predictive accuracy when' arecas of d1fference are the target of pre- = g

“diction. Hi1l and Courtright (1981) reported a low-order relationship
‘between‘trust and the ERS (r = .15). At best, when a signiftcant relation-/

"sh1p has been reported, it has been a low one. ' '

Schneider, Hastorf, and Ellsworth (1979) conc]ude their review of

%;' - ' the accuracy 11terature by writing: "In1t1a11y it seemed that accuracy
“ p @
ought to be corre]ated with a variety of personality measures, but this

\ \

Eproved to be a disgppointing line of approach" (p. 222). By sw1tch1ng '
, A .
“our attentign from "which communicator is the best predictor" to "which

communicator profits the:most from a communication encounter," we were
able to focus more on the circumstances surrounding the prediction rather . /
\ - .

than the_personality of the predictdr. We firmly be]iereq/}hat the

interpersonally competent (Flexible Respoﬁsgve) communicator would profit

: . . ‘
the most from-a.communication encounter., ‘ <%
The.Questioh of Gender
v : B
The role of gender in making-predictions has been studied exten- : \§§

siVely (Al1port, 1924; Fernberger, 1928; Guilford, 1929; Jenness, 1932;

14

V1ﬁacke 1949; Levy, 1964; Feshback & Roe, 1968). However, no clear

Y
N ~

pattern of predictive superiority has emerged for‘e1ther gender And o {/
none of the studies examined post-communlcat1on accuracy,1n relation
to a person's typical level of accuracy. ¥ ' "fv .

~

+ Some of the{current research on linguistic differences between the

" genders in same-sex and mixed-sex dyads offer some intriguing clues as to




i

5
who might profit most from a4 communication encounter prior to makiny
predictions (Ldkoff.'1973;.Haas. 1979; Martin & Craig, 1983), -Martin
-+ and Crniq‘(1983) found male dyads and mixed-sex dyads followed the
expected ndttern when'gctt€%g acquainted-—high reciprocity with cqual
input from cach partner. owever, female-female dyads departed from the

expected pattern:  one person always dominated: the, conversation which

led to the low reciprocity that is usually associated with more intimate

relationshibs They suggest that women may "“feel more Omfortablo Ep

}

initial interactions with other women than w1th men" (p. 26). One might
Ve
expect female predigtors to Br0f1t more from a communication  encounter
| ! ' .

. /
with other females than from one with-males. ‘
, . : /
. , . - _
Qf . Does communicative responsi@eness function the same way in

. the accurate prediction of similarities and differences?

The work of Chance and Meaders (1960) and Fiedler (1951, 1961) led us
to believe that the accurate prediction of similarities and differences ‘
would be 1inked with different modes of responsiveness. Consequently,
we departed from the‘usuél practice of employing the ERS as the sdle

measure of predictive accuracy. Other communication researchers
1 .

[

(especially, Mix, 1972; Ross, 1973; Northouse, 1977) felt it was important

to control for the amount of Similalﬁty between members of the on-going

4 L ]

dyéds they investigated Because our, studies deal with zero- -history
" dyads, di concluded that we should also include an estimate of the
accurate prediction of similarities. Hobart and Fahlberg (1965) propose

the Compounded Ratio §core_(CRS) as an appropriate measure of accurdte

-

similarities. The CRS is defined as the number of correct predictions a

person makes of his/her partner's similar responses divided by the number
\ o

of statements on which the prediftor and his/her predictee have. similar

responses:

A\

~
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Q4 Does congunication responsivenegs function in the same
way in achieving accurate predictions ang conmunication
satistaction? .

- . s 4 .
Yl 1975, we ﬁumnngtzcd our’ research tindings up to that point and
concluded that Flexible Responsiveness (t.e., the sensitive pattern of

communication) is related pos#

tively to both predictive accuracy and
conitmication 5a£15fact10n-(nu§hey & Johnson, 1975, pp. 382#383)u

< We had confidence. that this conclusion would be substantiatid in subue-
quent rcscarﬁh. -

By way of review, we entered Lhegcurrcnt DHdSO‘Of our rusgarch
program expecting that a communication encounter would have a significant
impaci on -the prediction of similarities and differences. We expected
\ Flexible Responsive communicators to get the most out of amencounter in
terms of predicti@e accuracy but were unsure about the question of gender.
WOvexpectéd'that various modes of responfﬁvéncss would have different impacts

P

on thelprediction of similarities as opposed to the prediction of
- . ‘ S 3
differences; but overall, we_expected Flexible Responsives to have the

edge in achieving accurate predictions and communication satisfaction.

RESEARCH STRATEGIES

Because similar procedures were employed in all four studies, this

section will describe the commonalities inm the measurement of inter-
. ¥

personal sensitivity and the measurement of communication responsiveness.
. oD

Measuring Predictive Accuracy |

» 4 g - . ‘(\ ' .
’ BORg¥ the ERS and CRS were used as‘dependent variables i:Kour studies.
. Hobart and Fahlberg (1965) addressed the issue of the validity of the two

indices hj correlating them with a variety of other methods of measuring
: ' : k . A
ERIC . 0
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accuracy,  They yeport corvelations of /4 tor the FRY dlul Uhe measurepent
used by Hastort and Bender (1952) and .98 for thv CRY and the mudlurﬁhehf
o o | ya | . i
tned by Dymond (1948, 1950). 7 They nnnﬁ:llmt lhv ¥7durlinn in error for
N the LRY and (R n«(nunt' for the moderate degrees/of velation. hlp We
hdvv studied the lvlinbilily of thg\indi(v' with a Ih-item versfon of the
pvvdlftton ifstrument , the Study of Values, used in our studies (Allport,
Vernon & Lindzey, 1960a). With n - L4, alpha wasn . // tor the TRY and
/7

.19 for the CRS. , ' /

In all four studics respondents were asked to respond to itents

*

from the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Values (1960a). Thcy responded

tirst in terms of their own value preferences and thgn in terms of how
they believed the target(s) would ;espond. Numerous studies have
established the validity and reliability of the §§yg1_pji!glg§§‘(Allpbrt.
Vernon & Lindzey, 1960b). This widely-used paper and pencil instrument
measures the relative strength of six motives: in the human personalit;
system: the aesthetic, theoretical, political, religious, economic, and

social motives. The ERS and CRS were calculated for each respondent and

his/her predictees.
% v
i

MeasuringtCommunicative Responsiveness a

THGICSRI is a paper and pencil instrument developed by Hughey (Hughey
& Johnson, 1975) to catalog various communication patterns. In a nutshell, |
work with the/CSRI has sugégsted that individual patterns of.communication
can be differentiated in terms of six major aspects: (1) the way the
person views the purpose of‘communication, (2) the communicative climate
he/she creates, (3) the way he/she transmits information, (4) the way
‘he/she sequences messages, and (6) the way he/she copes with tommunication

-
barriers, Early work with the CSRI focused on a Flexible Responsive

ERIC o 1
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pattern of communtgation, referred to as the sensitive pattern,  The
current form of the CSRE taps three modes of responsiveness:  the Mastery
mode, the Flexible mode, and the Neutral mode,

With (he Mnntuyy Hewpony ive (M) mode, a purnun choosye, u)'“mnnnhh
hiv/her will on the conversation.  For the Flexible Responsive (IR) mode,
¢ person chooses to respand by adapting or harmonizing himfheruelt with
ihu conversation,  With the Neutral Rvupunulvg (NR) mode, a perwon chupncn
to detach him/heraelbt tfrom the conversation,

The Mantery and Flexible modes of responsiveness are related to igcas
expounded by Rogers, and Roethlisberger (19%2) sceveral years ago.  They
asserted that two common patterns of communication have quite different
aims . What we call the "Mastefy" pattern is oriented toward producing
commitment in‘cmwnunicative oncounters. Communicators with this orienta-’
tion believe communication ”haa‘fdilcd when B does  not accept what A has
to say as. being fact; true, or valid; and the qoal of communication is
to yet B to agree to A's opiﬁious. ideas, facts, or information” (pp. 46-52).
What we call tth:Flcxible“ paitern is'oricntcd toward prodd@ﬁng satisfac-
tion in communicative encounters. Communicatorsswith this. orientation

“believe “Communication has failed when B does not feel free to express

“his feelings to A because B fears they will not be atcepted by A.
Communication is facilitated when on the part of A or B or both there is
a willingness to, express and accept differences" (pp. 46-52). '

Although Rogers and Roethlisberger did not discuss the "Neutral

pattern, our communication literature points to, the third mod; of
. responding with great frequency (McCroskey, 1977; McCroskey & Richmond, .
1983; Kelly, 1982). Nha;f&éﬁcall the "Neutral" pattern is-oriented
toward the avoidance off&fob]ems in communication. Communicators with

this orientation tend to Be quiet and uncommunicative, want to avoid

ERIC - 2
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'fconversationa1 s1tuat1ons ‘gﬁf.

'rg“’v Sl - » B 7\

SoEs
unp1easantne§§, and bec0me soméWhat anx1ous, tense and unc

.;kf S :

C \Nea1 .and Hughey (1979) summar1ze thésear1y waT1dat1on stud1es of
B

.the CSRI The”1nventory corre]ates (1n the .38 to 46 range, n = 89)

» with the expected d1mens1ons tapped by the Ca11forn1a Psycho]og1ca1

' Inventorz-(Gough 1957) and Gordon s Survey of Interpersona] Va]ues (1963).

I

Leesavan (1977) summarizes other va11dat1on stud1es where sca]es on the
CSRI were related s1gn1f1cant1y to commun1cat1on sat1sfact1on management

sty]e dec1s1onmak1ngfeffect1veness and- v1o1ence proneness Recent

-stud1es have re1ated the CSRI to teach1ng effect1veness and found the

scales:.td successfu]]y d1fferent1ate ~among teach1ng sty]es and course
outcomes (Hughey & Harper, 1983) ~Re11ab111ty coeff1c1ents for the

var1ous vers1ons are typ1ca11y in the .70 to .85 range. For the current

~ version ofythe CSRI (n 2 305),.a1pha is .86 for the Mastery Respons1ve

sca1e, 75 for the F1ex1b1e Respons1ve sca]e and .88 for the Neutra]

'Respons1ve seale.

-

_ Each item in CSRI presents a Mastery Respons1ve F1ex1b1e Respons1ve,
\hd\feutra1 Respons1ve a1ternat1ve to a total of 60 conversat1ona1

s1tuat1ons Ten conversat1ona1 s1tuat1ons are organized around each of

~ the six requigements of a conversation (purpose, c11mate, etc.). Each_

irespondent has a MR, FR, and NR score for each of the six conversational

requirements, Alphas for each of the composite subscales.(n = 2,305)

are: purpose, .67; climate, .58; transmissidn, .67§,reception, 533 -

coherence, 57; prob]em management 65. ;

Subsequent to* conducting the fourth study ’ we refactored the MR, FR,.

and NR scales for our norming sample (n = 2,305). Using the varimax "'ﬁ
option,lue.found that the modest reliability of some of the subScaTes '
‘could be\improved by eliminating some items and by breaking some subscales

\ :iB : -
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ca]es. " In particular, the coherence, subscale was composed

'of two, sgparate factors . one re]ating to the propensity'"to be cohfusfng"

into "factor%%

+in a conversat1pgjand one relating to the propens1ty to be o\hfused" i

a conversat1ohﬁ3flh the‘fourth study, the "to be confus1d " factor , 'vf

!
(i
o

: (a1pha = [69) was used The factor scale was tred in such a way that °
a

“to be organ1zed" rece1ved a pos1t1ve we1ght ble 1 presents a

[

descr1pt1ve summary of the factor scale.

’ N - \ - !’f‘
T ———————

Insert Table 1 About Here - 'f

In a1l four studies, students from either the basic 1nt€rpersonah

course or basic speech communication course responded to ‘the’ CSRI before

- engaging in a prediction exercise. Dyads were formed in such a way that
R the individuals did not know each other prior to the exercise. Each |

dyad was given one in-class session to_get to know each other as well as

possible. No restrictions were placed on continued out-of-class t

—

transactions.

" STUDY #1

 This study.was uhdertaken to shed'some light on the first two

~

questions:. ' Ce

Q1 Nhat role does a communication encounter play in .
o ach1ev1ng pred1ct1ve accuracy? '

Q2 In terms of accuracy, who profits the most,from a
communication encOunter?

A. Do more responsive or less respons1ve communitator%‘
profit most?

. B. Do ma]e or female communicators profit most?

4
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In order to estimate the impact of communication on preqﬁotive
V4
accuracy, two sets of pred1ct1ons‘were made by each of the;&18 respondents

1nvo]ved in the study . The first set was designated as oond1t10n one:

. the- pred1ct1ons were. made fo]]ow1ng a communication ené/;nter. The

second set was des1gnated as cond1t1on two: the pred1ct1ons were made

~about other class members without the benef1t of a,commun1cat1on encounter.

. Condition two represented an est1mate of the respondent s general level

v,

. (
of predictive accuracy. , &
. ;

In condition one, students who did not/know eaoh other we]i were’

‘paired together and asked to get to know/éach other as well as pOSS1b1e

The students were enrolled in the bas1c 1nterpersona1 commun1cat1on course'
at OklahOma State Un1vers1ty ' About ha]fway through the course, the
students were asked to 11st the f1Ve people in the class ‘they knew very
well and the fjve people they knew least well. Dyads were formed from the

least-known listings. ‘Each member of .each dyad had indicated that the

3

,other member\Was_unknown to him/her. The composition of the dyads in

. terms of gender (22 ma]e7ma1e dyads, 28 male-female dyads, and 9 female-

. : . / S
female dyads) was dete mined by a table of random numbers. One 75 minute
le dyads; yined. , !

~ class period was set/aside for the get-acquainted session.

In cond1t1on tao the respondents were asked to list at'least two

other c]ass members who they felt they knew well enough to make pre-

v / -
d1ctJons.abo;ta In this .case, the acquaintanceship requirement was not

* imposed. }”

Respondents were then asked to respond to the first th1rty items of

the A]]port Vernon-L1ndzey Study of Values (1960a). The ERS and CRS were

14

ca]cu]ated for each respondent and h1s/her pred1ctees The ERS and CRS

_under condition one and the average of the ERS and CRS under condition

| two resulted in two ER§ measures and'two CRS measures for each of the

;
. /,
1 | -/ 1A’



118 respondents

14
~ ’\H ‘

A3 x2x 2 X 2 MANOVA des1gn (alth’repeated measures) was emp]oyed

Three levels of commun1cat1ve respoﬁ%1veness donst1tuted the f1rst *.

&

1ndependent varﬂab1e: respondents with a f1rst-cho1ce preference. for-the

'Nedtra1, Flexible, or Mastery mode constituted the‘1eve1s . The next -’

‘two variables were sex-]inked variables: the first des1gnat1ng the sex -

of the pred1ctor and the second indicating if the predictee was same-sex

or opposite-sex.  The last factor, the repeated measure, :epresented thev |
communicatidn-encdunter (condition one) and the genera] 1eve1 of accuracy . ;
(condition two) conditions. The two . dependent variables were the ERS

andeRS measures that were descr1bed ear11er. The SPSS MANOVA (Repeated B

Measures) proé;am was- used in the analysis of the data (Hull & Nie, 1981).

The results are depicted in Figure 1.

- - - T Y . — o — -

It was found that having a communication entounter prior to»méking
predictions enhances‘predictive-accuracy (F = 11.73, p = ,000). This
was true for_the ERS (F = 11.80; p = ,001) and the CRS (F = 10.60,

p = .003). In this study, only 18% of the variance was explained by
the‘conditionsffactor; |

Overall, the communicative respopsiveness of the predictor had
more of an impact on the accurate prediction of differences than on the'.
prediction of similarities. More spetiffca]]y, the Neutra]‘Resppnsive
communicator did better on the EkS after the communteation encounter
than either the Flexible or Mastery Responsive communiators (t = ?.78,

p = .006). And both Neutral and Mastery Responsive communicators gained

. 16



a

more in terms of the'CRS than the F1ex1b1e Responsive c0mmun1cator ,;
‘ \\,.. . \ . ) '
(t=2.13,p-= ;036). :

s

No s1mp1e ‘main effetts were noted ‘for the gender var1ab]es (gender

of the predictor and gender combijation formed for~the commun1cat1on

~ " encounter). However, signifi teraction effects were noted for

M
the prediction of similari y (F = 5,82,‘b =v.017).\ When ‘prediéting for
»a¥éa§“8m$s1m11ar1ty (CRS)

in m1xed-sex dyads, and fema]es reg1ster the greatest ga1ns in same-sex

dyads.. \\a

A

gales fegistér thevgreatest gains in accuracy

7

\ .

l

B o STUDY #2. /-

The primary goal of Study'#Z was to answer the third question:

' Q3 Does communication responsiveness function the same way -
in the accurate prediction of similarities and differences?

This investigation examined 107 saﬁe-sex, zero-hictory dyads (80bma1e€\
male dyads. and 27 female-female dyads) using disCrimiﬁaht‘ana1ysis and
nultiple regression to study‘how item clusters in the‘pSRI related to
" the ERS and CRS.
In this case students from the basic speech commun1cat1on course
-part1c1pated in the prediction exercise during the first four weeks of
the course. Procedures were,essent1a11yvthe same as those described for

condition one in Study #1. The results are presented in Table 2.

g

We found that the same patterns of'communciation have differential

‘ ~» » :
effects on the prediction of differences and similarities, that no single

ERIC - | 17
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pattern of communication guaranteds success or failure in the discovery of
differences and s1m11ar1t1es, and that the connection between~commun1cat10n

and 1nterpersoga1 sensitivity 1s 1nf1uenced s1gn1f1cantLy by the gender |

',

make-up of the dyads. Multiple regress1on models generated in the study S
1
indicated that Neutra1 and- F1ex1b1% modes of responding are pos1t1ve1y ?ﬁ

related to the CRS (R ranged from .08 to .36, p < .01) and that supportive

and nonfgudgmentai patterns are 1nverse1y related to the ERS (R2 ranged<7 )
from .08 <to :40, p < .01).. No s1ng1e pattern of communication accounted .-
for more than 36% of'the uarianee. We fqund the -issue of - tgyst to” be

very sa11ent to fema]e dyads in. the prediction of both s1m11ar1t1es

(r 2 . 36) and differences (r2 .20).% For ma]e dyads, tﬁE’issue of trust

~seems 0 be 1ess cr1t1ca1 1n~ihe prediction of s1m11ar1t1es, and a non-

q

“trdsting stance is assoc1ated posativeiy, but nons1gn1f1cant1y, with the f

ERS (r® = .02). MWe believe that Northouse's finding (1977) that low-
trusters in an 1ndustr1a1 sett;ng score higher on the ERS (r 2 = .16) nay
. ’ LR EEY

be, in part, a function of the gender make-up of the dyads he investigated.

~

we also believe that the low-order correiation between trust and the ERS
2

'(r = .02) reported by Hi11 and Courtright (1981) may be attributed to

!

.the mixed—gender samp]e they used.

STUDY #3 o

Study #3 dealt with the fourth question:

Q4 Does communication responsiveness function ‘the same way in
achiev1ng accunate predictionsandcommunication satisfaction?

This study examined 53 dyads,u51ng multip¥e regression to study how
communication responsiveness is related to predictive atcuracy and
communication satisfaction. Hecht's C0m—Sat 1nventory (1978) was

i

used as the satisfaction measure. . In this study the dyad rather than the

18 o
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- " individual was used as the uh1t of analysis. Procedures for the prediction .
.o, f
;exerc1se géra]]e]ed those descr1bed in Study fﬁl However each student
¢ [y J

responded to the Com-Sat 1nventory 1n.add1tfon to items from the _tudy

-of Va1$es An index of perce1ved s1m11ar1ty was ca1cu1ated for each ﬁ

ﬁ% 5 - respondent a1ong with the accuracy. 1nd1ces Our prev1ous work led us to
believe that both commun1cat1ve respons1veness and percb1ved s1m11ar1ty
‘wou1d be related to 1nterpersona1 sat1sfact1on, S1nce the dyad was used
as ‘the unit of ana1ys1s in this study, compos1te scores for all var1ab1es
were produced by summ1ng 1nd1v1dua1 Scores. f ‘Q ‘

N1th dyad1 sat1sfact1on set as the dependent var1ab1e both the

perce1ved simiTar{ty var1ab1e and commun1cat1on respons1veness entered

the regress1on mode] oepw1se procedure p.< 05 for entry) Spec1f1ca11y,

jgerce1ved s1m11ar1ty and commun1cator support1veness (i.e., the climate
subsca1e of the CSRI) were pos1t1ve1y related to dyad1c sat1sfact1on .
(R? = .19, p = .005).
‘ ‘ With dyad1c accuracy (i.e. ,(the accurate prediction of simf]arities)
set as the dependent variable, both perée1ved s1m11ar1ty and commun1cat1ve
B respons1veness entered the regression equat1on But both were negat1ve1y '
re]ated to dyad1c accuracy (R2 = ,22; 002) In th1s case the sa11ent
) e 'd ';subsca1e from the CSRI was the prob1em management subsca]e problem-
” avo1dance rather than problem-prevention or prob1em-hand/3ng was assoc1ated _'
| w1th predictive- accuracy ‘ '
In sum it was found that communication responsijfness along with the

" propens1ty to assume swg&]ar1t1es facilitates sat1sf ction but inhibits

7

% -

\ pred1ct1ve accuracy.

K .
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e o Study #4 was’ a rep11cat1on study- des1gned to dea] with the f1rsts

N

O ﬁ3,; three quest1ons posited .at the outset of th1s report This 1nvest1gat1on
(. T / .

exam1ned 416 zero- h1story dyads (88 ma1e-ma1e dyads,. 90 m1xed-sex dyads,

o

and 38 fema]e fema]e dyads) us1ng a corre]at1ona1 .analysis to study\how y

commun1cat1ve coherence re]ated to the ‘ERS and CRS.

§ essent1al

«

made~pred'ct1ons of the va]ues of their, 1nstructor

. pred1ct1ons. ’ N CL

. <L ‘ ; .' I
3\\‘ It was f nd that conver§3f1ona1 coherencé (belng organtzed) is a o -

5"”; /{x !

v

Tiability for female_pred1otaps (r = Q1 p “03) /asset for
A .01; p = 03) - However, the target of’pred1pt1on E T

\ ,;\‘

3/./‘*

fof the f1nd1ng
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encounter with a peer. h1s s espec1a11y true 1f her partner is male and

o .

the type of pred1ct1on task requ1res the .forecasting of similarities

»

o(r® = 06 p < .000). On: the other hand . "organ1zed“ males do a better ]
JOb of making acCurate pred1ct1ons about the1r 1nstructors w1thout the ¢

' a ' IR — ' . .
- benefit of" a communication encounter. 3 o . o .
. . . : 4 . \ . N
i ’ I

’ . ‘ ’ . ' T s L] . ,-9".«’
. CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS ’_} ' 3
We feel that these studies_support five propositions; .(l)athat.a

communication encounter has a significant impact on predictive accuracy;

(2) that no single pattern of communication guarantees success or failure

“

in prediction making; (3) that the same patterns of communication have -

O » ' . ,
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. U}Hfferential effects on the prediéﬂiﬂn of similarities and differences
. & . .

) fonﬁfema1e and ma]é;predictors,“(4) tﬁat‘neutra] rather than-more responl
e -
s1ve members of dyads are better pred1ctors 1n zero- -history dyads, and

\45) that commun1cat1on respons1veness is pos1t1ve1y related to communi-

-~

cation sat1sfact1on but 1nverse1y re1ated to predictive accuracy After

'5 . - cons1der1ngleach.o ‘the fiv ropositions, we present the 1mp11cat1ons of
‘- L ropositi f for the i;;%hef/ijw1nterpersona1 communication.

r’

Propos1t1on 0ne .
‘ ) ¢

' . , [}
S ’ : When c0mparede1th an est1mate of a person S genera] level of accuracy,
X ~ accurac ,1m roves significantl ,fo]]ow1n commun1cat1on, ‘however,, _the ,
. . : . . X V=T AT

, . .amount ofe variance‘attributable‘to a communication encounter is not great.
o, :(i o In our f1rst s‘tudy, the communication encounter accounted for 18% of the
| | ‘ var1ande in the accuracy measures. Coup11ng th1s finding with the Tow="
;L-- , 1'. ordgr réﬂat1onsh1ps reported by oth'r 1nvest1gators (Larson, 1965
| Sm1th 1967; Roberts, 1969 Mix, 1972 Ross, 1973 Northouse 1977,
. H1]1 & Courtr1ght 1981), we have conf1d:nce in our conviction that

1Fprov1ng the methodo]og1ca1 approach to the stugdy of pred1ct1ve accuracy-

_,may 1mprove the magnitude of the correlations, but not by very much.

. : , . ‘ -Proposition Two

AN four jnvestigations suzport the contention that no single pattern
. o
of commun1cat1on guarantees suctess or failure in prediction making. We

found o s1ng1e pattern expTa1n1ng more than 36% of the variance and s0me
7 . comb1nat1ons ei\Ta1n1ng as 11t;l§ as 8% of the variance. Again, the T
4
9xp1a1ned variance detected in our stud1es is comparable to, and in some

instances greater than, the explained variance-reported by other

)

. . . ’ .
- /‘ M : -
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investigators (Larson, 1965; Smith, 1967; Mix, 19725 Ross, 1973_

Northouse, 1977, H111 & Courtright, 1981).

e . . ﬂ .
‘ ”’fPrOpositiqn Three

The secend and fourth studies bolster the notion that different
T modes of.respOnding are more salient when predicting_differehces than
> _.when predicting sﬁmiiarities for males and females.* Multiple regresé}pn -
'quels generated in tHe second study suggested that Neutral qnd Ffexiple
| modes of responding are positively related to the CRS_ﬂhere%sipetterﬁ;
. ¥ associated with the Flexible mode (e.g., being supportive and beihg
nonjudgmental) ere inversely_related to.the ERS. eHowever, modaT sa]ience
xisqinf]uenced§by the gender make-up'bf the dyad. The fourth study,linkeg '
é Neutral Responsive orientation (being a ‘rambler) with female predictone
foﬁecasting similarities. The association Was the strongest in dyads
whefe females made predictions aboutbma1e§ On the other'hand; beiné'
organ1zed proved to be salient when ma]es made pred1ct1ons
Moreover, the first study underscore% the s1gn1f1cant role that
gender plays in interpersonal sens1t1v1ty., We found that neither males
nbr females excéed the other in predictive ‘accuracy. But when the gender
eombination of the dyad is c%nsidered, fema]ee make more accurate
predictions in same-sex dyedg and males make more accurate predictions in
mixed-sex dyads.v The  phenomenon is most clearly demonstrated in the

prediction of s1m11ar1t1es : &

In discussing same-sex. dyads, Raw]1ns (1983) uses the term “"sociability"

-

to typify male-male re}at1onsh1ps and "intimacy" to typify female-female
relationships. In essence males tend to disclose less intimate informa- -

tion to other males and tend to project an imqg§§ef strength to other

* 99
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‘,maies (Jourard: 1971; KOerovsky, 19752 P1eck,‘1?75). On the\other hand,
Hirschman.(1974) sughests that females mayehe able to conversé/%ore
easi1y with other females thar with males. Martin and Craig‘(1983) found
"that women are_less guarded more relaxed when speaking'to other women

& they don' t know than men are with other women or men they don't anw"?Y{
4(p 26) 0ther research has suggested fema]e fema]e re1at1onsh1ps ;DV01VG
high 1nteract1on (Rands & Levinger, 1979) and, more persona11zed communi-
cat1on (Knapp, E111s & Williams, 1980). We beiieve_thatAourkfindings‘

- are in line w1th these more recent studies.- Given that females :}e more
c0mfortab1e with other fema]es in conmun1cat1on encounters and share
more persOna} information, we “would expect enhanced accuracy in the
fema]e—fema]e dyad. To the extent that ma1es W1thho1d personal 1nforma-.
tion-in encounters with other ma1es, we would expect males to do less well

(} in same-sex dyads than mixed-sex dyads.
‘ \ Proposition Four

Qur founp studies document the contention’that neutral rather than more .
responsive memhers of zero—history ‘dyads are betten predictors. Indeed,
we did'not>expect this to be the case. Because of the consistency of the
finding from study'to study, we were unable to dismiss %t as an aberration.
Thelfinding forced us to return to the research literature and to rethink
our position,. |

y s | .

As far back as 1933, Vernon (1933) found that good raters of

Y

strangers were not very social. By def1n1t1on members of zero- h1story

dyads, are strangers, and Neutral Responsives are most certainly not very
\ | .

social. Wedeck (1947) and Trumbo (1955) found that .anxious students

achieve higher predictive accuracy than lesssanxious students. The

N 23
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N ' - A
Neutral Responsiveness\scale correlates with measures of communication
apprehension in}the .de— 70 range (Steele, 1983). And chent]y Honeycutt,
Knapp, and Powers (1983) found that an insen51t1v1ty to-nonverbal cues may
be an asset to predictive\accuracy with newly acquainted dyads; Neutral
Respons1ves report a tack of concern for nonverbal cues.

We believe that the STgﬂJfTC&nt gains by the Neutral ReSponSive

communicator in Study #1 is suoported by a task/maintenance explanation

;(Ba]es, 1950). In condition one, the communicators were given the task of

getting to know each other as weTi as possible. As tasks go, we would

assert that”the task of getting to know another person involves a complex
—

set of skills requ1ring a conSiderable investment of energy We would

'assert that™ nt is the Neutral Respons1ve communicator that has the most

_ energy available to devote to the task.

More responsive communicators are concerned about the mainténance
of an appropriate climate in the encounter. They produce more satisfac-
. < .
tion in a conversation. This claim is documented by the results. from

Study #3; responsiveness is positively related to communication

~ satisfaction.

The Neutral Responsive communicators are certainly not overly

4 R . .
concerned with maintenance operations. They do not give encouragement

to the other person, avoid probiematic situations by becoming quiet and

uncommunicative and find it difficult to disagree with others. Thev are
also filled with nervous ‘energy and tense. Certainly the Neutral
Responsive communicators are not what we normally associate with inter-
personal competence. But we would submit that it is their lack of
preocjypation with the maintenance of the interpersonal relationship that'

allows them to devote full energyatoithe task at hand.

)
y
\
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Proposition Five

Qur third study supports the proposition that communication

responsiveness is positively related to communication satisfaction but

inversely related to predictivéiaccuracy in zero-history dyads. The

cqnnection between responsivenéss and satisfaction reconfirmed our
findings from previous studiesg(HugHey & Johnson, 1975). waever, the
inverse relationship with predictive accuracy was unexpected and appeared
to be at ‘odds with Robert's ffnding (1969) that responsiveness is
positively related to the preéictive accuracy of sorority members.

A line of ¢fhought that helps in interpreting the results has to do ‘
with the profile of the sensitive person that emerged from the early
research that confounded similarities with accuracy (Chance & Meaders,
1960). The prdfi]e is remarkably similar to that of Epe Flexible
Responsive. We believe that the positive maintenancé orientation of the
Flexible Responsives may work to obscure differences that exist between

themselves and their predictees in zero-history dyads. Their propensity

“to find the expectations of the other and point to areas of common

agreement" may cré%te in their minds- an overestimate of the amount of

commona]ity_that actually exists between them and their predictees.

In zero-history dyads this presumption of similarity may work against
predﬁctive accuracy, as was demonstrated in Study #3. lBoth'assumed
similarity and responsiveness were negatively related to accuracy. But
in on-going fé]ationships among sorority members the presumptipn of
simiTarity may'accurately reflect the actua] similarity among sorority
sistdrs.' In th1s case, a likeness bias on the part of more respons1ve
commun1gztors wou]d actually enhance accuracy. '

5 o
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@lmplications for Teachers of

Interpersonal Communication

We offer two bits of advice to the teacher of interpersonal
communication: (1) don't o&erse]] the coﬁnectioﬁ between communicdtion
and empathy, and (2) don't oversell any single mode of cdhmunicative
responsiveness. Like the sinner who haslseen the error of his ways,A
we are fervent-to give the advice, but {t remains to be seen if we can
follow our own advice. | ‘ | [L‘r
First, we believe that our four invg;ijgg}ions confirm that communi-
cation is an important, significant factor'iﬁi;chieving prediqtive
accUracy but maybe not as much of a factor a§ many of our interpersonal
texts would }ead us to bg}ieve. Johnson, Powell, and Reynolds (1983) have
rgcéntly reminded us that we have a long way to go in clarifying our under-
standing of empathy at the conceptual level. To take the stance, advanced
by Miller and Steinberg (1975), that making predictions at théApsychOQ
logical level is the pivotal feature of intérpersona] communication is to-
imply a rather straightforward relationship between prediction_making and
communication. To give as much attention as we do to empathy anq the
like is to presume the k{éd of bond that has not been demohstrated
empirically. In short, we should not oversell our students on the idea
that interpersonal communication leads to interpersonal understanding. _;’

Second, we should not oversell any single mode of communication to

our students. Our findings suggest to us that the notion of Jcommunica—

tive competence"'(wiemann, 1977) must take into account the kind of

performance: expected of the communicator, the gender of the communicator,

and the circumstances surrounding the task. Cupach and Spitzburg (1983)
make a similar point when contrasting communicative competence as a trait

with communicative competence as a state.
26 .
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Our studies'suggest“that achieving predictive accuracy and-communi-

.cation satisfaction are two kinds of performance that call for different

_'modes of respons1veness in zero-history dyads. 'Less responsive communi-

cators do a. better job of predicting, more responsive communicators do
a better job of producing communication satisfaction. We have come to

believe that patterns of communication appropriate to cognitive tasks may

“ be less effective in the affective domain. It‘]S one thing to predict

jaccurate]y, 1t is another thing to create a satisfying climaté* This

hooks: up, with some of our findings in teaching effectiveness (Hughey &

‘Harper, 19§3). _we'are finding that our TA' S teaching a hybrid.interpersonal-'
public speaking course‘get bétter course ratings when they'exhibit more
: 2 (

‘responsive patterns of communication. But’ there are 1nd1cations that

students make better scores on cognitive exams when their teachers are
less responsive. In addition Andersen, Norton, and Nussbaum (1981)
have found that the very teaching patterns that}create.thevmost satis-
factioniwith,students produce negﬂﬁivéﬁia1beitelowghegative (but h
significant), corre1ations with tests of cognitive learning when we
give our students prescriptions about what to do to achieVe empathy and

satisfaction in an encounter, we must be aware that two different sets -

of adV1ce may be called for. .

Our- studies suggest«that'performancevca]]ing for the prediction of

' similarities .as opposed to differences is facilitated by different modes

of'reSponding for'males and females, Adapting to the other person proves
to be beneficiai to males in the prediction of similarities of other
males, and;trust -gaining is an asset for fema]es predicting for other
fema]es. However, supportiveness p]ays a nonsalient ro]e in the

prediction of simi1arities'and a negative role in the prediction of -

o
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differences for males. Indeed "the prescr1pt1ons for communicative
‘i competence wou]d be d1fferent for females -predicting s1m11ar1t1es and
ma1es predicting differences in zero-history dyads.
) - Finally, we believe that the circumstances surrounding the pnedic-'
tion task make a big difference. We believe that prediction making in
zero-history dyads demands less responsiveness on the‘paht of the
predictor than prediction making in on-goingﬁre1ationships. Returning
once again to the profile of’the sensitive person constructed by Chance
. and Meaders (1960), we find that some of the characteristics are not

inconsistent with those of the good pred1ctor in, zero-history dyads.'
n\‘&

It could be argued that the less respons1ve commun1cator is not dependent

on people, not host11e and competitive, not-g1ven to reflection about

":his/her‘integpersona1 re1ationships, and carries on his/her daily life

.with a minimum of 1ntenpersona1 or 1ntrapersona1 conf11ct (Chance &

7

Meaders, 1960) Perhaps, these are the sa11ent d1mens1ons for pred1ct1on

m$k1ng in 1n1t1at1ng a re]at1onsh1p 0n the other hand pred1ct1on mak1ng
in an on- go1ng, soc1a1 re]at1onsh1p Ce g » SOrority s1s/Ers) may demagp

more respons1veness--be1ng act1ve and out901ng in social re1at1onsh1ps,

11k1ng;peqp1e be1ng ascendant, and finding sat1sfact1on in social
'act1v1ttes (Chance & Meaders, 1960).
: In;snn,‘we believe each mode of responding has 1ts own'strengths

and wgginesses. . Although our fie]d-seeﬁ% eager to isolate and e1iminate
the.effects of "undesirable patterns" 1ike shyness and reticence, it may
be that these'Neutra1 pattenns can actually teach us a thing or two about
,‘the acquafntance proceés. we must pursue thefpossihi1ity with a great .
deal more vigor than we have in the past. As a fier, we need te catalog

the assets and']iab111t1es of-various\sty1es as we go about prescribing




the characteristics of.the'competent;communicator. We need to have a
- DU 2T . . L
much clearer understanding 6¥%the rewards and risks of various styles

under different circumstances. N4
. ’
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Table 1. Descriptive summary of the coherence scale.

”
<

SCALE: The conversational ORGANfZER responds to a confusing
conversation by being organized rather than being a- RAMBLER.

FACTOR
LOADING ~ ITEM CONTENT _

Yy
-4

[positivé]y scored items]

> .67 is more organized than most in confusing conversations

.60 is organized, not vacillating, in confusing conversations |

.55 ~wants to get things organized in confusing conversations

.53 takes charge and makes sure things are organ1zed in confusing
conversations - :

.40 straightens things out by giving structure in confusing
conversations

[reverse scored items]

.64 is [NOT] more rambling than most in conversations

.62 is [NOT] confusing

.46 [DOES NOT] fail to exp1a1n his/her views in a coherent way
.36 is [NOT] too aimless in conversations

RN
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gure 1. MANOVA results from study #1: Accuracy'(expressed in percent of correct predictions)
on the CRS and ERS related to the conditions factor, responsiveness factor,and dyad
gender-combination by gender and conditions interaction.

d ’

i CRS-PREDICTION OF SIMILARITIES . T

Conditions
rcent Factor ‘ Responsiveness Factor Interaction
curate o : Neutral Flexible  Mastery Same Sex Dydds - Mixed Sex Dyads
85 " ' ”
! : XMC1
xFC1 :
80 .o ’ ’/////,xCI . :
‘ B | xC1 e J xFC1
1 XCl—""__ xC2

- - | MCIXFC2 FC2XMC2
ch ’,,,/”’//’ T C ez —

o 5 ERS-PREDICTION OF DIFFERENCES
Cogglzggns v " Responsiveness Factor Interaction
Neutral Flexible  Mastery .Same Sex Dyads Mixed Sex Dyads

60

XMC1

xC1 _ o
o { : L '
50 : : | YFCL
T xa ' - X
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. FC2xMC2 '
40 . xC2 ‘,_ XC2— . xC2 \ . » v
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= Condition 1}- Communication-Encounter Accuracy o FC1 = Female; Condition 1
= Condition 2{- General Level Accuracy 37 FC2 = Female, Condition 2 -
: R . MC1 = Male, Condition 1
v MC2 = Male, Condition 2
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Table 2. Study 2:

Correlation matrix and multiple regression models

for Male-Male (MM) and Female-Female (FF) Dyads.

I

Correlations with CRS:

Predicting Similarity

Correlations with ERS:

Predicting Difference

'»

1,2,3,4
Regression models.

Indicates the order in which the pattern entered the Multiple

Communication MM . FF MM FF
Pattern _ {n=160 ~ [n=54) (n=160) (n=54)
NT3 NEUTRAL Nontalking  +.212 .09 -.09 £.17
/
FT1 FLEXIBLE Supporting +.03 -.21 -.24} - 16
FT2 FLEXIBLE Nonjudging +.18% -.07 -.02 -.322,
FT3 FLEXIBLE Trust- +.10 +.601, -.05 . -2
- Gaining o
FT4 FLEXIBLE Adapting +.201 5 -.04 -1 +\;y) ‘/
MT3 MASTERY Succeeding  -.09 . +.03 +.08 LS
MT4 MASTERY Noncrediting -.07 . .12 +.162 +.32**/J
W6 MASTERY Over- -.07 +.14 -.01 -.123
*Revealing : N\ .;
MT7 MASTERY Nontrwsting® -.07 -.09 +.14 -.45},
Multiple R 29%% L60%* . 29%% L63%*
\ 2 : |
R - .08 .36 .08 .40
N
*p < .05
$*p < .01 ’
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